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CEITICAL NOTICES. 

SEDER OHEL MOED. 

y"nN1 ^''^ n"lN J)"b> D"p W:'''! 'pDB pp 'nan^JD, with expla- 
natory notes hrntb 313D and isHNH my"^' *, the former by the Chief 
Rabbi A. Gagin, the latter by his son, M. Gagin. Edited for 
the first time from a MS. and published by the brothers Abraham 
and Isaac Gagin in Jerusalem. 4to, 360 pp. 

The history of this work is wrapped in obscurity. We shall see 
that it was written in the first quarter of the fourteenth century. 
This follows from a date given by the author himself. Namely, there 
is an exposition on p. 36 a [0"ny] as to how a letter of divorce ought 
to be written. A tOjn DSID , as customary at that time in Grenada in 
Spain, where our author probably lived, is given there ntfOn HJE' 
• • • NnJIT'ja ♦ • • 13NK' pjD^ vr^"2b D'JIOn D-'Q^N [ = 1319]. Some 
time may, of course, have elapsed before the author published his 
work. But we must consider that this statement occurs at the end of 
the second part, we cannot therefore be far out if we assume the 
work to have been concluded two years later. 

For full two centuries the work was as good as lost ; no trace of its 
existence reaches us during that period. It is first mentioned about 
the middle of the sixteenth century in the works of R Joseph Karo, 
e.g. Beth Joseph to Tur 0. Ch., § 70, and elsewhere. It again disappears, 
and only after a century it is again quoted by R. Chiskia di Silva '. 

' In three parts, which we shall quote according to the initials of their 
titles: (i) n"n (=Ton naTjJo), (2) o"7TO ( = prcnn miar), (3) p"nn ( = mnicn 
«npn). Each of these parts is subdivided into " Gates " (Dnjic), these again 
into " Roads" (D'ani), and further into " Paths" (ni3T0). 

* The second part, which has not been printed yet, contains the 
irin »:n. 

' The author himself spells this name with « at the end. 

* These are, in many cases, insufficiently surcharged with Pilpul, and 
so diffuse that they obstruct the entrance to the real Sns. 

* The passage quoted by him, S. A. J. D., | 83, which is made so much 
of by R. Samuel Landan, mwa m: , II. J. D., 29, on the question whether 
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These are the only two witnesses of its existence during the period 
between the fourteenth and the second half of the seventeenth 
century. 

To put, as it were, the last seal upon the fate of this work, it was 
mentioned by Azulai in the second part of his Sfiem ha-GedoUm^. 
He gives a brief description of the work, says that it is of an old 
date^ and refers us to his article : niND rT'li' rvob^ l"2 DnjD ■>nn"lD 
in his first part. It is evident that he means to say that this scholar 
was the author of our D 'ny, for in that passage he mentions a book 
of the same title among the MSS. of that author. 

Azulai's statements are most reliable on the whole. Nobody was 
his equal in investigating Jewish literature, in his comprehensive 
knowledge, or in the examination of old dusty MSS. Yet the question 
arises, what are the reasons that the Rabbis who wrote commentaries 
on the work, and those who gave it their approbation ', attributed it 
to R. Samuel bar Meshullam ? The two names are too different in 
sound to admit of the assumption of a clerical error. Nor is there 
any reason to charge the Rabbis with intentional mystification, for 
neither would they have been capable of it, nor would there have 
been an advantage in it. Who is right ? This I meant when I said 
that there is some obscurity about the book, on which we shall now 
try to throw some light. 

I may say at once that, for reasons to be given presently, I consider 
Azulai's information to be far from the mark, however good a guide 
he may be on other occasions. In the first place, the dates do not 
agree. According to Heilpern, nnnn IID (ed. Maskil Leetan, 
p. 224 sq.), the ^T'ND died in 5066 (=1305), whereas our author was 
still writing his book in 1319 (v. supiu). In the second place, the 
D"nN of R. M., which Azulai really saw, together with the other MSS. 
of that author, can hardly have contained DVOD, because he had 
already written a comprehensive work on that subject under the title 
of mTian nU. The Ki'^t^i^ of Meiri may, therefore, only have had the 
title in common with our D"nN, but, for the rest, must have been 
totally different. Azulai considered both works to be identical, but 
the latter was not accessible to him, he only knew it from citations 
by Karo. This impression is strengthened on a closer examination of 

the sturgeon belongs to the clean or unclean fishes, is found in our work, 
a"ny, p. 14, path 4. 

' s. V. n"rw. 

' He introduces it, I.e., as Jimp nsD, as having been frequently quoted 
by Karo. The latter has read our o"nH, therefore Azulai can only have 
meant him. 

^ Chacham Bashi I. Eljashar and his predecessor B. M. Fanisel. 
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Azulai's notice *. On the other hand, the editors must have found 
the name of the author on the title-page of the book, or else how 
should they have come by it ? 

But now the question arises as to who Rabbi Samuel was. Does 
his name occur elsewhere, and who were his teachers ? 

I have only conjectures to offer in reference to the two first 
questions, to which I shall recur again. But in answer to the last 
question, I believe I may give it as certain that his teacher was Rabbi 
Asher bar Jechiel '. I base it upon the following arguments : — 

(i) He writes on page 105 b (n"0), line i (at the top), pWHI 
* • * 1J3T, the view given here is found in Asheri's Commentary to b. 
Berachoth, p. 44 a. 

(2) On p. 31 a (0"n"y), 1, 8 (at the top), we read the words 
"'31 3"31, that view is given by Asheri in his Responsa d"' ?73, 
5 and 7. 

(3) The author quotes, on p. 40 (p"n"D), 1. 3 (at the bottom), his 
teacher in the following terms : — * * * tfn^S HID DTI (viz. that there is 
a difference between liquid and solid bodies in reference to the 
boiling on the sabbath). This is found in Asheri's Commentary to 
b. Sabbat, 3, 11. 

In view of all this, I surmise that the notice found in the Rexpmtsa 
of Moses di Frain (t3*3"D), ii. 22, and repeated by Azulai, namely, 
that " Rabbi Samuel, the pupil of R. Asher, was the author of the 
11NO 1SD," referred to our author, and that the work mentioned here 
is the "great work," to which he repeatedly alludes in D"ns 
(supra, p. 346, n. 2). 

I further wish to point out that our author, when quoting the n3"XT, 
abbreviated N' "1 (of the twelfth century), never omits to introduce 
that name with the word lyjHK (n"i n"N). This, perhaps, entitles 
us to infer that our author and that scholar were relations. It is 
true other pupils are also wont to make use of that title when quoting 
their teachers, but a connexion of that kind cannot have existed 
between these two men. 

This is all I could ascertain about our author, I now proceed to 
give some corrections of the text. 

' Benjacob, s. v. a"n>«, must be corrected accordingly. 

' Yet, he may have had other teachers as well. The passage n"nr, 37 b, 
at the bottom, "And according to the opinion of my teacher," cannot 
refer to Asheri. Perhaps it refers to vl'yen , also the latter died as early 
as 1310. For our author cannot have been young when he wrote his 
"3"rt«, since he alludes in it to his "Great Work." 

' The passage is corrupt in our edition, we give a correction, infra. 
VOL, XI. B b 
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P. 20 a (n"tD), 1. 3 (end), the following words must be added, 
according to the Sefer Hashlamah ', which has recently been printed : 

.3"y Nr i6 iTjn^ N-iip DNB' nvEHsn ba p^ya nxnp n3« a"m 

But I do not consider the words p?''Bn ?^ 'N n3"l31 as an addition, 
but as an omission, through the error of a copyist, in the Sefer 
Hashlamah. This is shown by the concluding formula 3"y (=fS3 !]})• 

But the second line n"' * * * inn in our D"nN must be considered 
as an interpolation. This sentence may be a commentary to the 
words in Sefer Hashlamah ' • ' "'•JTT'a n313 13 E>"'1. Herr Brody 
queries these words. This may also be the origin of the prayer 
said on laying the P?''Sn. 

P. 41 b, 1. s, instead of T3"N l^n pi, read n"3"N N"-in, for the 
passage quoted here is found in the latter's work biaj^Nn , p. 6 ". 

P. 92 a, instead of * * * D"t ICODH nth • • * n"''1 ^D""in 3"31, read 
V""l 1D''3Dn nth • • • H"yi n"'in S^'SI*. The author alludes himself 
to these two pages later. For p. 94 b, he says 1"iin pi Jl 1 3n3 pi 
naiX OSl*. The whole pilpul of the t'nxn niyn'' is therefore 
superfluous. 

P. 105 b (at the top), o"l nyn pi must also be altered into x"l. 
This disposes of the questions of the commentator, ibidem. The 
following passage, p. 42 b, is interesting : tti^'\\> ' ' ' n^3''3 pjy? pDS 

• • • pTnDii' \!>'<& 13*1 Nine' ay"N 13''d u^Ntja po ''s. The pdsj, 

as given here, is also found, without any reasons being added, in 
" Mordechai " (at the commencement of the fourteenth century), 
Sabbath, 259. Later authorities objected to his (M.'s) view of the 
passage in Tossafoth Meilah, 24 b, s. v. ntins, and built castles in the 
air for the purpose of solving the apparent contradiction °. But the 
force of the objection vanishes as soon as the grounds for the decision, 
as given by our author, have been read. 

In spite of these faults, which are to be placed to the account of 
the editors and not of the author, the IPID ?nN, like all works of the 

' To Talmud Berachot, edited by M. Schochor, with Introduction and 
references by H. Brody. Berlin, 1893. 

* 1. c, p. 6, at the bottom. 

' Editio Auerbach, Halberstadt, 1867. 

' =nDlS »33T. The author quotes of his younger contemporaries only, 
f^ and n'S, but not once R Aaron of Liinel. Tliis alone proves M. Gagiu's 
explanation of d''t as 'vji'jd 31 (!) to be wrong. 

° Cf. the previous note. The Tossafoth meant here are b. Berachot, 44 a, 
s. V. ^r. Cf. bfttjn n'sno, § ao8, 11. Also npn (commencement of the 
thirteenth century). 
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CJIK'NI, is a very useful book, and may often be applied to the 
Halachah. It deserves to be widely known, and it is to be hoped 
that the editing of the second part will be entrusted to abler hands. 

Jebusaleh, December, 1897. 

L. Gbunhut. 



DICTIONAKY OF THE BIBLE. 
Edited by James Hastings, M.A., D.D. (T. & T. Clark.) 

It was high time for the production of a new dictionary of the Bible. 
Smith's Dictionary in the later parts represents the state of biblical 
science as it was thirty years ago, and those thirty years have seen a 
greater change in point of view and accumulation of material than the 
three preceding centuries. Assyriology and Egyptology have become 
exact sciences in the interim ; the whole of biblical geography and 
archaeology has been placed upon a firm footing by actual survey 
and excavation ; Semitic philology has come to the aid of Hebrew 
grammar and dictionary, while the new sciences of institutional 
archaeology and history of religion, though still in the stage of guess- 
work, have valuable suggestions to make, at least as regards method. 
Besides all this, English biblical scholarship has assimilated during 
the past quarter of a century all that is best in German work, and 
it may be anticipated henceforth that England will before long 
commence to pay back some of her debts to Germany. Indeed, the 
works of Cheyne, Driver, and Robertson-Smith have not been without 
their influence on recent German scholarship. 

The new dictionary published by Messrs. Clark shows in many 
directions the influence of these new aids to biblical research. The 
physical archaeology and the geographical details show on all sides 
the vast strides made in these directions during the past quarter of a 
century, though it is but fair to add that Sir George Grove's con- 
tributions to Smith's Dictionary left little to be desired in the latter 
regard. The illustrations of archaeological objects are scattered 
rather sparsely, and even when they occur are not so clear as might 
be desired, and it was somewhat doubtful policy inserting them in 
such a form. One wonders rather what will be the appearance of the 
block on page 304 after a few thousand impressions have been taken 
from it. Indeed, throughout, what are technically known as " half- 
tone " blocks are very unsatisfactory. The illustrations contrast very 
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